and disease but are regarded with suspicion as signs of hubris and instruments of dominant foreign powers. Often, science and technology are imported as tools to combat pressing social and economic crises with little or no regard for the impact they have on the local culture, particularly the religious dimension of that culture. Or, conversely, the utilization of scientific and technological know-how to address concrete problems is curtailed precisely because of fear of their impact on the religiousness of the culture. 1 Langdon Gilkey, as a theologian of culture, is an exemplar of one who explores the impact of science and technology on the religiousness of culture.
2 His engagement of scientific and technological culture, particularly as found in the United States, is perhaps surprisingly fruitful in suggesting a strategy for engaging religion and science in prescientific, economically underdeveloped, and implicitly religious cultures. Gilkey argues against the secular self-understanding of American culture and, following the lead of Paul Tillich, demonstrates the inescapability of the religious even in the scientific and technological United States. At the same time, the movement of his own theological thinking on religion and science, from independence to consonance, presents a guide for moving beyond a reconciliatory to a constructive approach to the religion and science discourse. His engagement of this topic from within the larger sociopolitical reality of the United States can further illuminate the importance of understanding the power of science and scientific knowledge along with the dangers of the failure of doing so.
Thus, this paper examines the development of Gilkey's understanding of the relationship between religion and science, focusing on Gilkey's attention to cultural context and to his efforts to make room for science and technology in a culture without endangering the religiousness of that culture. I will further argue that the articulation of a theology of nature and a theology of science are the logical next steps to Gilkey's theology; drawing on my own experience as a Filipina, I contend that these steps are meaningful entry points for a nonscientific and explicitly religious culture like the Philippines to contribute to the predominantly Northern conversation on religion and science.
An examination of Gilkey's theological works reveals that he engages science as part of his larger project of developing a theology of culture. His theological corpus is an example of a contextual approach to the religion and science discourse, addressing the concrete challenges that science and especially a particular form of the scientific culture present to the religiousness of the United States.
While his ideas reflect the broader context of western culture, he responds to specific difficulties born in U.S. culture and in the U.S. academy by the intersection of religion and science in American culture. Three elements of his theology are particularly helpful guides for reflecting on the shape of a meaningful religion and science discourse in non-Western, nonsecular contexts. First, his argument for the inescapability of the religious dimension of culture, including a scientific and technological culture, helps address the fear of the threat of science to religious faith. Second, his explication of the ambiguity of technology (due to the ambiguity of the human beings who direct the technology) serves as a poignant caution against assuming instruments of economic progress will necessarily bring with them solutions to the situation of social injustice and massive poverty. Finally, Gilkey turns to a theology of nature in the last decade of his life and points toward reclaiming the wisdom of indigenous religious traditions and bringing these into meaningful conversation with traditional Christian symbols. While these three elements are particularly significant, the overall history of his engagement with science and religion, particularly the concrete historical circumstances that led to these elements, is critical, for it exemplifies the work of a theologian, which is "to interpret the message of a religious community for the contemporary situation," and to critically engage the questions and answers raised by the various dimensions of a community's cultural life. 
II. The Independence of Religion and Science
In Maker of Heaven and Earth, Gilkey's earliest published volume, 4 he addresses the issue of the perceived conflict between the doctrine of creation and what science tells us about the natural order. His approach reflects a Niebuhrian neoorthodoxy that marked his theological thinking at this stage. His argument rests on the idea of distinct forms of knowing and distinct objects of knowledge in religion and science. Because of the clear line of demarcation he draws between religious and scientific knowledge, conflict between the truth claims of each can never be contradictory because they are always mutually exclusive. The difficulties that the natural sciences present for the doctrine of creation are readily overcome, or more accurately, dismissed by stating simply that scientific hypotheses and statements are "by definition about relationships between finite things in space and time. They assume that the process of events in space and time is already going on, and they ask about their character and the laws of their interrelationships. They cannot and do not wish to ask questions about the origins of the whole system of finite things . . . . In science there is nothing that corresponds to or can conceivably conflict with either a metaphysical understanding of origins or with the theological doctrine of creation."
5
His argument distinguishes the kinds of questions that can be asked about origins. Scientific questions inquire into the causes that precede an existing state of affairs. Religious questions are "a much more burning, personal sort of question . . . because we are asking about the ultimate security, the meaning and destiny of our own existence." 6 Where areas of inquiry ask questions that have no real point of intersection, they cannot come into conflict. Gilkey makes it clear that "truth about the observable character, structure, processes, and facts of the created world, and truth about its development in history, is scientific truth-it is not 'religious truth'-for its concern is God's creation, not God and His activities. And let us always remember that no truth about God's creation can be antithetical to Christian truth."
7 Such confidence that science can pose no threat to Christian truth is possible when these truths are seen as being totally independent. There is no conflict because in the end there is no meeting in which such a conflict can arise. Faith is a given. Science and knowledge of the natural world do not shape theology. The only challenges that science can present are scientific and never theological. It would not take long for Gilkey to discover the limitations of this approach and to critique neoorthodoxy's refusal to accommodate theology to scientific knowledge while unconsciously submitting itself to it. 8 5. Ibid., 17. The approach he takes in this work is what Ian Barbour describes as "independence" and John Haught calls "contrast." The key idea is that science and religion are concerned with two distinct and separate areas of human knowledge and as such can never come into conflict because they never come into contact. 
III. The Challenge of the Modern Secular Spirit
While Gilkey's assessment of the relative independence of the disciplines is correct as far as it goes, it lacks a nuanced understanding of the dynamic relationship between science and theology that is found in his later writings. In these he recognizes that theology cannot proceed in a credible way without taking seriously the challenges scientific knowledge poses to the understanding of fundamental Christian symbols like creation. His descriptive rather than prescriptive look at science as a cultural phenomenon reveals that even on the side of science the neat division he articulates in the early work is not maintained. Science has given birth to metaphysical naturalism and ultimately to a philosophical worldview that denies the meaningfulness of any metaphysics. When science is recognized as a profound cultural force, its metaphysical and theological consequences become evident. This historical reality challenges Gilkey's simple methodological distinction between religion and science.
Gilkey's confrontation with the "God is dead" theologians led him to realize the depth of the challenge to religious belief that flowed from a secular Geist, a spirit that is in large part rooted in the scientific culture found in the West. He describes how science actually functions in that culture rather than how it ought to be understood. He is forced to move from a prescriptive to a descriptive approach to the interaction between religion and science. He explicates the unexamined roots of the secular context for which and about which he theologizes. He states that: "science has been the most important formative factor in creating what we may call the modern Geist." 9 Gilkey describes science as "a historical force of overwhelming creative power and significance, shaping the social existence of humankind in ever-new directions and transforming not only the character of the lives of men and women but
The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1969), 91-101. It is interesting how in earlier encounters between religion and science (whether in the case of Augustine or in the case of Galileo, who follows Augustine among others), on issues in which the point of difficulty is the interpretation of Scripture and knowledge through natural reason, where the latter knowledge is demonstrated, it is the interpretation of Scripture that is adjusted. Gilkey's critique of neoorthodoxy suggests that the strategy of the latter is the rejection of the idea of Christian doctrines being reinterpreted in light of scientific knowledge of the world. Of course, the refusal to acknowledge the impact of a scientific worldview on one's religious worldview does not mean that such an impact does not exist.
9. As Gilkey stresses, "[science] has, of course, transformed both our world and our relationship to it. But it has also changed many of our ideas, ideas about the universe, about its history, about our place in it, and so on. also their understanding of themselves, of the history of which they are a part, their view of their destiny."
10
In the scientific and technological society that embodies the secular Geist, science has come to be accepted as sacred knowledge "for science represents to us the knowledge that promises well being." 11 Science's success in providing reliable knowledge about the world, as made evident in its application in technology and industry, earned it the appellation of the new queen of the academic disciplines.
12 Theology is displaced from its central and defining role in the University. Science's way of coming to know the world is now seen by many academics as the way of knowing. The idea of objective knowledge, knowledge that is empirically verifiable or falsifiable through measurable observation, is suddenly deemed the only real form of knowledge. Scientific knowing becomes the only valid form of cognition. Many disciplines, including the social sciences tried to become "scientific"; others simply came to be viewed as invalid academic disciplines, like theology and philosophy (at least as metaphysics). In this view, science is not only the source of knowledge about the natural world, but what it knows about the natural world is all that there is to know. What it can tell us about the world is all there is, so the argument concludes.
In Religion and the Scientific Future, he foregoes the path of trying to reclaim the legitimacy of theological discourse by adapting theology to the discoveries and the language of science. 13 He does not attempt to rearticulate Christian doctrines in light of contemporary scientific knowledge. While he acknowledges the value of such efforts, he asserts that they do not address what he saw as the more fundamental problem, namely that of establishing the possibility of meaningful religious discourse.
14 Here, his neoorthodox as-10. Ibid., 75.
Langdon B. Gilkey, Creationism on Trial: Evolution and God at Little Rock (San Francisco:
Harper and Row, 1985), 163.
12. Gilkey, Society, 79.
13. Langdon B. Gilkey, Religion and the Scientific Future (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), 38. Gilkey notes that this is the path that Teilhard takes. While Gilkey explicitly rejects Teilhard's approach, it is not for lack of appreciation of the value and significance of this approach. Instead, he notes that Teilhard's method does not address the fundamental theological challenges for the secular context for which he writes. The situation is markedly different for the Philippines where science is in greater danger of being rejected because it is seen as a threat to religion. In the Philippine context, the more appropriate task is to show how science is not a threat to faith but can actually be the fruit, in one sense, of a desire to live out one's faith.
14. It is interesting to note that Ted Peters, writing more than two decades after Gilkey, argues that the contemporary and "revolutionary" conversations between religion and science call upon theologians to "engage scientists as laboratory researchers and theoreticians sumptions about the givenness of faith are superseded by the reality of the modern secular Geist. No matter how much influence scientific knowledge of the natural world may have in the construction of a theology, even such a theology will not receive a hearing in a context where religious discourse is considered empty. Keeping in view his interlocutors-secular society and a secular academy-he examines the activity of science as an expression of human autonomy and creativity, uncovering the dimension of ultimacy or the unconditioned that he believes constitutes the background and presuppositions of such activity. Gilkey rejects the image of science as the imposition of an impersonal method on the data of experience. 15 He notes the irony of the fact that science has been the best evidence of "the power and vigor of human autonomy over against the imposition of supernatural authorities"
16 and yet has in more recent times been understood to be so objective as to lose any human element "in favor of an impersonal logical system of inference, deduction, and verification."
17 He claims that science is not simply a cold, objective task that is mechanically executed. 18 It is an activity propelled by the passion to know; it involves commitment to knowing for its own sake.
19 Science involves faith in the continuing rationality of experience. The very passion to know and the faith that such knowledge is possible cannot be grounded on the empirically or rationally demonstrable. Here we get a first glimpse of something unconditioned in science. In Gilkey's words, "It involves, if we may put it this way, an affirmation of the reality and value of the Logos in concrete existence: the reality of a rationality characterizing that which is to be known, and so which is there to be found even if I have not and cannot who critically pursue truth about the natural realm . . . this knowledge about the physical world then becomes data for the theologian to assess, evaluate, and incorporate into their understanding of God's creative and redeeming work. 18. Specifically, he points to "the most fundamental basis of scientific inquiry as a human enterprise, that urge, drive, or passion in man which it presupposes and so which makes it possible as a human act. . . . the sense of wonder . . . the unremitting eros to know, the unrestricted passion of the rational consciousness to explain, to understand, and to judge validly-that lies back of all science as a human activity." Ibid., 48. 19. He states that science as method of inquiry "demands care, a determination to know and so an unceasing dissatisfaction with not knowing; it thus requires also patience, rigor, self-discipline, and hope-all of these presuppose a deep passion to know, cool and untemperamental as inquiry may seem from the outside." Ibid., 49. demonstrate its existence; and a commitment to the ultimate value of that search and that achievement." 20 Secondly, the way theories function in science points to the fact that scientists must "believe something of ontological generality about the character of reality as such and the relation of their minds to it." 21 At the same time, they have to have some specific cosmology that allows them to determine what constitutes the problems, data, or relevant evidence in the doing of science. The confidence in the correlation between what we know and how we know points to something unconditioned. 22 Finally, the act of judgment, which is central to the activity of science, leads us to the unconditioned. Judgment is an act in which we claim to lay hold of a finite truth in the infinity of conditioning qualification. He sees this claim as overcoming an ultimate relativity in which no finite truth could be possible at all. Through this judgment we have somehow touched what is not relative, a prehension of the nonrelative. At the same time, the necessity of judging something to be so once the conditions are met presents a second element of ultimacy in the act of judgment. The determination that once the conditions for making a judgment are met then the judgment must follow, is inherently an unconditioned demand. 23 Once the judgment is made, we become aware that we know and can no longer go back to not knowing. One becomes aware of oneself as knower and one knows this with certainty. "This personal affirmation of oneself as a knower is, therefore, the foundation of the possibility of all rational judgment and in the end it grounds all science." 24 All this challenges the secular rejection of ultimacy.
He goes on to point to the alternative myth of a "new scientific man" that emerges in this context. Where explicitly religious discourse, which includes mythic discourse, is rejected as meaningless, he points to the presence of such discourse found within the scientific community. The "new scientific man" can be construed as a new Adam coming to birth in the idealized laboratory of science and capable of existing in this idealized state in the world. The new man is one who is characterized by objectivity and rationality, free of unwanted biases and prejudices that can get in the way of a scientific approach to understanding and addressing problems. The weakness of this myth of the "new scientific man," even in the first stage, is evident when Gilkey examines how human beings have managed technology. The situation he describes is one in which the control over the natural world that scientific knowledge provides and that technology exemplifies are, in fact, often beyond human control. Here he describes how science and technology become self-perpetuating as technology leads to the need for more technology beyond the intention of the creators of the original technology. He challenges society's confidence in a scientific and technological culture by demonstrating the failure of science and technology to fulfill the promise of addressing the most pressing needs of human beings. He points to the emergence of the demonic in technological society. Even with the immense good that technology has accomplished, the extent of unintended evil grows. At the same time, the human capacity to know nature through science has not translated to human control over technology. Technological expansion is not purely under rational determination and appears to be out of human hands to stop. The assumption that scientific culture will be driven by rationality, which was expected in turn to assure morality, has proven to be erroneous. Instead, technology appears to be driven more by human bondage, sinfulness, and greed than by rationality and morality. 25 In fact, what a technological society makes more evident is the fact that the ambiguity of society can be traced to the ambiguity of the human heart. Human control of nature has not led to greater control over the human heart. What Gilkey takes away from this is not that religion needs to temper science or even technology. Instead, religion needs to temper human beings who use science and technology and on whom these are used. 26 The ambiguity of a technological society reveals the inability of science and technology to address the most fundamental questions and longing of the human heart, questions that are, in the end, religious and existential questions.
27

IV. Confronting Creationism and Reductionism
Science's pivotal role in the creation and spread of the modern secular spirit that Gilkey identified as characterizing contemporary western culture is only one dimension of the impact of science on American culture. What began as an academic problem proved to be a larger cultural reality, playing itself out in a unique way in the American context as demonstrated by the persistent 25 While theology's reign as "queen of the disciplines" was the source of many of the early clashes between science and religion, it is science's current reign that Gilkey identifies as the source of current problems. Whereas the 17th century difficulties arose from the intractability of the Church's claim to absolute authority, it is the equally stubborn claim by metaphysical naturalists of the absolute cognitive authority of science that is problematic today. 28 The first half of the 20th century saw the birth of logical positivism and scientism. While many contemporary historians and philosophers of science have moved the discourse beyond these positions, the common cultural perception of science, and even the apparent perception of most working scientists, appears unaffected by the new insights. 29 Gilkey identifies the cause of the persistent popular image of science and religion in conflict as the failure of both scientists and clergy to understand and articulate the proper relationship between the two. Working scientists are often not trained in either the history of science or the philosophy of science, disciplines that would enable them to understand the nature of what they do as scientists and what science qua science can and cannot tell us about reality. On the other hand, clergy, even if they feel adequately prepared to discuss the topic of the proper relationship between science and religion, avoid taking on what could be a controversial topic on the pulpit. But more often than not, they do not see themselves up to the task. 30 He points to the damage that has been done by this failure. Gilkey identifies the rapprochement between science and religion as "the best kept secret in our [American] cultural life." The persistence of the creationism debate is the best evidence that this rapprochement is secret. The creationism debate of 1925 as expressed in the Scopes Trial was taking place just as the Vienna Circle began to gain ground. While creationism was not a direct response to the Vienna Circle, it was responding to what was perceived to be the negative influence of university education on Christian students. 32 It was a strong religious position against what was perceived as science eroding the religious and moral fiber of society. 33 This would mark the start of a "culture war" that continues today. Gilkey had an important role to play in a key skirmish of this conflict when he acted as an expert witness for the plaintiff in the case of In the latter, the creationists were clearly antiscience. In the various creationism trials of the 1980's, the opposite is true. 35 Creationists were intent on presenting their alternative to evolution as science: thus, creation science. By this time, creation science had an arsenal that included numerous credentialed scientists and various professional organizations. 36 So, unlike the earlier confrontations with evolutionists, contemporary creation scientists intend to present their theory as an alternative to evolutionary theory and thus as needing to be taught alongside it in the classroom. This shift shows that science no longer is being rejected but rather is accepted as a respected source of knowledge. Gilkey saw this as something that could only happen in a cultural context where science had become established and accepted as authoritative. It is fascinating to examine the arguments between intelligent design proponents and evolutionary theists because the arguments appear to be scientific but are in fact philosophical. Biologist Michael Behe's idea of "irreducible complexity" is challenged by biologists like Kenneth Miller, giving the impression that it is a disagreement among scientists about science. But a closer look at the debate reveals it is a philosophical argument around epistemology and metaphysics. For a helpful collection of essays around evolution and religion, see Cunningham, God and Evolution.
Gilkey understands creation science as the product of a scientific culture rather than its antagonist. It is an offspring of the misunderstanding of the scientific method combined with a literalization of religious belief. He tells us that "these errors have presided over the birth of that changeling, creation science, half-misinterpreted religion and half-misinterpreted science. This changeling could have been born only in a scientific culture where religious understanding takes on the lineaments of scientific truth and where much of science in turn aspires to have the global ultimacy of religion." 38 Gilkey contends that creation science is a reaction to a misconception about science that is often perpetuated by scientists and science educators. As he puts it, "each time a child comes home and reports 'I learned in science class today that Genesis is wrong,' the seed is planted for the creationist reaction."
39
At the same time, the arrow points in the opposite direction, because for every creationist or religious/Christian fundamentalist who rejects evolutionary theory on religious grounds, a hard line metaphysical naturalist is born. "On the practical level, one tends to breed and encourage the other in a strange and unfortunate evolutionary development." 40 Gilkey argues that the misunderstanding of the nature of scientific knowledge one finds among religionists reflects a larger cultural situation; it is a situation that can be traced back to some working scientists. If in Creationism on Trial the creationists are the primary target of his critique, it is what he sees as the ill-informed scientists and cosmologists that are his interlocutors in Nature, Reality, and the Sacred. He focuses in particular on the tendency to espouse naïve realism in the writings of many modern cosmologists. This naïve realism is also reflected in the understanding of the nature of scientific knowledge in popular culture. Naïve realism understands science as providing isomorphic knowledge of the natural world that it seeks to know, and worse, the assumption that this knowledge of the world is a complete knowledge of reality. It is the error of the logical positivists that has become an implicit assumption of working scientists. Gilkey is clear: "My critique is not of science, its methods, or its results but of this way of knowing as understood in relation to other, complementary ways of knowing. The view of science that I criticize (1) sees science as the only way to know reality and so the only responsible means for defining reality for us and (2) views the results of science as providing an exhaustive account of reality or nature and hence as leaving no room for other 41 Thus, his problem is not with science as such but with the tendency to absolutize the scientific method and scientific knowledge of the world. The points of contention are the philosophical presuppositions with which many scientists approach the activity of science and the metaphysical conclusions that they draw from it. He acknowledges the validity of scientific discoveries about the natural world. What he questions is the assumption that what scientific theories and their mathematical explications tell us about the world paint an exhaustive picture.
V. Moving Towards a Theology of Nature
Gilkey's concern is not simply a cognitive one. He wants to articulate an understanding of nature that overcomes the objectification and consequent indiscriminate manipulation perpetuated by a modern world. He challenges the view of the natural world as devoid of spirit, a world reduced to a world of things for human manipulation and use. He rejects the idea of nature simply as means, as object over against which the subject, the scientist, stands. In this modern view, the knower is always outside that which is known and the known is always known as it is in itself. In this vision, there is no real place for the knower as such. The human being is excluded from the natural world, except possibly as an object to be known and manipulated. This vision is dangerous because, as he points out, human actions against nature are a consequence of the attitude towards nature, which is in turn born of the understanding of what nature is.
42
Quantum physics offers a more complex understanding of reality. Science and nature now include the knower, the scientist. The natural world is seen as dynamic and mysterious. The world is no longer a deterministic machine but an indeterminate phenomenon/organism characterized by uncertainty, by the duality of chance and necessity, by openness and possibilities. The knowing subject helps give shape to that which is known and revealing itself. The science of the quantum world suggests that the more is known about the world the more mysterious it appears. The knower is able to grasp what is in the quantum world only by engaging that world. When nature is understood as including the human knower, then nature is not a mere object to be manipulated. For Gilkey, the world that quantum physics is discovering is a world that is characterized by life, by consciousness and spirit. It is not a machine but an organic world. It is a dynamic world that reveals power. 43 This is a retrieval of what he considered a long lost "alternative intuition of nature" found in "archaic religions" for which nature was "infinitely mysterious, awesome and terrifying, teeming with sacred and demonic powers humanity could barely understand, much less control." 44 His theology of nature turns to the intuitions of archaic religions about the power, mystery, and sacredness of the natural world for insight about the world being discovered by contemporary cosmology.
By the time that Gilkey engages reductionists in Nature, Reality and the Sacred, he has moved from engaging science within a theology of culture to science as a source for a theology of nature. In an attempt to argue for the possibility of doing theology for a secular culture, he is found more and more explicitly examining the influence of science in shaping that culture. The multilayered ways in which science and religion can interact in a culture are illustrated in the development of his own understanding of the relationship of the two in American culture. At the same time, as he moves into a deeper understanding of the role of science in the shaping of that culture, his reflections move more explicitly towards how the insights of science can be read through a religious lens to arrive at a greater appreciation of what is revealed about creation through nature, including what is discovered about the human being. He develops not only a theology of scientific culture but a theological anthropology within such a culture.
VI. Learning from Gilkey in a Religious Context
Gilkey's insights on religion, science, and secularization provide a vantage point for grasping how the establishment of science in culture can endanger religious faith. However, his theology also shows that this danger is in large part due to the perception of a conflict between religion and science, at least as this has played out in the United States. The particular response to the perceived danger posed by science to faith is shaped by the particular cultural context in which science takes hold. The examples of creationist and intelligent design proponents and the "new Atheist" demonstrate the particular American character of the encounter. 43 . It is interesting that in Gilkey's earlier engagement with religion and science, he explicitly rejects Teilhard de Chardin's approach to responding to the modern secular spirit and finds himself by the later part of his own theological engagement with religion and science calling for a theology of nature that points to spirit in the world, echoing the genius of Teilhard as found in all his writings, but particularly The Human Phenomenon, trans. Sarah AppletonWeber (Sessux Academic Press, 1999). It is also worth noting that Gilkey has always had an appreciation of the sacramental principle that characterizes Catholicism, something that is profoundly embodied in At the same time, Gilkey demonstrates the inescapability of a religious dimension in culture, even when it understands itself as secular and scientific. In fact, his final engagement with science shows how science can become a vehicle for knowing the world, and knowing it through the eyes of religious faith.
Gilkey's theology of culture includes insights into the contribution of science to the secular culture of the West. His examination of the cultural impact of science on the United States reveals that the rejection of religion or the religious is not a simple consequence of increasing scientific knowledge but of the complex interplay of social factors. The supposed conflict between religion and science that has plagued popular imagination is rooted in a misunderstanding about the nature of scientific and religious knowing. Rather than science and technology leading to the "death of God," his theology argues for the inescapability of the religious in a scientific culture. The failure to acknowledge the religious dimension of culture contributes to the tendency to confuse metaphysical claims about the nature of reality with the science that inspires these claims. If metaphysical naturalism is transcended, then the positive contribution that science can make to a deeper theological understanding of the natural world and of the role of human beings within it can emerge and lead to the creation of a culture of reverence for the earth and to the empowerment of the disempowered in communities.
If a particular scientific view of nature and reality gave birth to a secular scientific culture, might not the view of nature that is being inspired by contemporary science as Gilkey describes it in his later works open the door to a renewed scientific culture or to a new way of conceiving a scientific culture? The insights about the world to which the new physics gives birth harken to the wisdom of what Gilkey calls "archaic" religions. A space is open where insight inspired by contemporary science comes into contact with prescientific wisdom.
By examining the concrete ways in which science has shaped American culture and the concrete battles between science and religion that have emerged in that culture, Gilkey provides a cautionary tale of what happens when the limits of each form of human knowing, whether scientific or theological, are not acknowledged. He presents the danger of absolutism and the absence of a critical understanding of the nature of human knowing. At the same time, his journey brings out both the meaningfulness of religious discourse along with the power inherent in scientific knowledge of the world. 45 one hold on to religion in a scientific culture, but a scientific culture need not be a threat to religion. In fact, there is a religious dimension to science and there is theological insight that is inspired by scientific knowledge. 46 Further, Gilkey's examination of science and technology has revealed their inability to address the deepest ambiguities of the human heart. While human ingenuity in the form of science and technology can provide concrete answers to real problems faced by communities, they cannot, in and of themselves, solve these problems. Political and ideological interests have much more to do with overcoming poverty, ecological destruction, and social and environmental injustice than do science and technology as such. All these have been part and parcel of a North American academic's attempt to do theology in the face of real challenges to American religious life.
Gilkey calls attention to the cultural aspects of the encounter between religion and science, so that his work challenges the common assumption that the religion/science discussion is a monolithic conversation concerned with the issues of western, secularized cultures. His analysis of culture reminds us that that the U.S. situation differs from Europe, and it follows then that it is all the more the case that nonwestern and nonsecular cultures will engage this topic differently. For example, in the Philippines, the fact that science and technology are becoming important for a highly religious and economically underdeveloped culture suggests an opportunity to explore the religious implications of science and to engage this as a debate between two cultural/ religious systems without assuming that science represents secularism. This is particularly important in the face of the ambiguity of the attitude of Filipinos towards science because it is perceived by many as a threat to religion. In fact, Gilkey's theological corpus suggests that an important initial step in understanding the relationship of science and religion in cultural life is an examination of how this encounter actually takes place. For the Philippine context, this means exploring questions such as: how is the religious dimension of culture concretely manifested and understood in everyday life? How do science and technology impact the self-understanding, including especially the religious self-understanding, of Filipinos/as as individuals and as a people? What is the perceived influence of science and technology on the religiousness of the culture? The theme of inculturation is a particularly 46 . Ted Peters suggests that this is one of the revolutionary trends in the current discussion in religion and science today. Peters, Science, 1-12. For an example of a fascinating work that make use of insights from the natural sciences and Christian tradition to deep traditional understanding of Christology and Trinitarian theology, see Ilia Delio, Christ in Evolution (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 2008) important one for Filipino/a theology given the link between the colonization and the Christianization of the country. 47 More recently, initial studies have been done to understand the impact of science on this religious culture. 48 These represent predominantly lowland culture's encounter with science and technology. 49 More specifically, it is Filipino/a Christianity that serves as the religious optic for the engagement.
Gilkey's work on the development of a theology of nature bringing together scientific insights and indigenous (or "archaic") religions is even more helpful for those beginning to engage religion and science in nonwestern cultures and who hope to avoid simply replicating the western debate. While the development of a Filipina theology of nature is beyond the scope of this work, I would like to note the importance of studying and retrieving the wisdom inherent in the indigenous religions and indigenized Catholicism found in the Philippines and bringing these into constructive conversation with contemporary scientific insights about nature in an attempt to articulate such a theology. This is a particularly empowering exercise for a nation whose indigenous religions were, in many cases, summarily repressed and suppressed with the introduction of Christianity. 50 These are two broad examples of possible directions for engaging religious and science inspired by Gilkey's example.
Of course, a Filipino/a discussion of religion and science will not simply repeat Gilkey's work. Nevertheless, his attention to the religio-cultural aspects of science and of the science/religion debates provides a basis by which both western and nonwestern contributors to the religion and science discussion can see more clearly that this must be a pluralistic conversation in which nonwestern approaches are allowed to contribute their own insights into the multifaceted cultural dialectic between religion and science. 51 51. I would like to thank Mary Doak of the University of San Diego for reading through early drafts of this essay and helping me organize my thoughts until the very end.
